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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This Office Action is responsive to communications filed on January 16, 2004. 
Claims 1-26 are pending in the case. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on August 18, 2004 is in 
compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.97. Accordingly, the information disclosure 
statement is being considered by the examiner. 

Drawings 

3. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement 
drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the 
sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing 
date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New 
Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the 
applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office 
action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 



4. 



Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 



I 
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The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1.84(p)(5) because they 
do not include the following reference signs mentioned in the description: 118, 202, 132, 414; 
include the following reference characters not mentioned in the description: 226(a) and 228(a); 
and missing part of the drawings: Figures 1 A, and 4. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

5. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

6. Claims 1-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 1-17 fail to fall within a statutory category of invention. As presented in the 
disclosure, para [0022-0027], it would suggest to one of ordinary skill that the claims may be 
reasonably implemented as software routines, therefore, claims are rejected as a system of 
software per se 9 failing to fall within a statutory category of invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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8. Claims 1-8, 1 1-13 and 15-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Challenger et al (US 6,256,712), hereinafter Challenger, in view of Deitz et al 
(US 6,928,328), hereinafter Deitz. 

Regarding claim 1, Challenger discloses a web content management system, comprising 
a web content engine configured to access a plurality of components used to define content 
associated with at least one web site, configured to determine whether one or more of the 
plurality of components has been modified; and configured to submit a workflow definition to a 
workflow process engine (e.g., the system configured to access a plurality of objects 3004 (i.e., 
plurality of components) used to generating Web pages (i.e., content associated with at least one 
web site); when a change occurs to an object 3004, a trigger monitor 3000 (i.e., workflow 
process engine) informs cache manager 3001 that an object 3004 in its cache 3003 has changed 
and the cache manager 3001 could either invalidate or updating object 3004; col. 28: line 46 - 
col. 29: line 13, Figure 3 OA). 

Challenger discloses substantially all the claimed limitations, except the workflow 
definition defines one or more ordered operations to be performed by at least one participant in 
the approval of the one or more modified components. 

Deitz teaches an approval process for modified software object (abstract). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include Deitz' approval process in Challengers' system to ensure the changes are 
appropriate before incorporating them into the web design. 
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Regarding claim 2, Challenger-Deitz also discloses the plurality of components form an 
ordered structure of the plurality of components and relationships between the plurality of 
components (e.g., dependencies between objects, i.e., ordered structures and relationships 
between objects; Challenger: col. 14: lines 30 — 44) 16). 

Regarding claim 3, Challenger-Deitz also discloses a repository for storing the plurality 
of components and the relationships (objects 3004 are stored in database 2010 and/or cache 
3003; Challenger: col. 28: lines 51-58). 

Regarding claim 4, Challenger-Deitz also discloses the web content engine is further 
configured to submit a dependent update workflow definition to the workflow process engine 
(e.g., Trigger Monitor 3000 can be instantiated either as a Master Trigger Monitor 3000' or Slave 
Trigger Monitor 3000" to update or delete requested objects; Challenger: col. 29: line 14 - col. 
30: line 50; Figures 30b-c). 

Regarding claim 5, Challenger-Deitz also discloses the dependent update workflow 
definition defines one or more ordered operations to be performed by at least one participant in 
the re-rendering of web pages incorporating the one or more modified components (Challenger: 
col. 29: lines 40-59; Figures 30d-e). 
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Regarding claim 6, Challenger-Deitz also discloses a rendering service configured to 
render the web site from the plurality of components (e.g., web pages generated from one or 
more objects 3004; Challenger: col. 28: lines 53-56). 

Regarding claim 7, Challenger-Deitz also discloses a deployment service capable of 
deploying the web site to a target system (e.g., the web pages are deployed to clients via web 
servers; Challenger: col. 28: lines 49-51). 

Regarding claim 8, Challenger-Deitz also discloses the deployment service deploys 
related components in a single transaction (Challenger: col. 30: lines 51-53). 

Regarding claim 11, Challenger-Deitz also discloses the plurality of components 
comprise an atomic component, a composite component, and a page component (e.g., objects 
3004, web server 3080, and web pages; Challenger: col. 28: lines 48-58). 

Regarding claim 12, Challenger discloses a web content management system comprising: 
a web content engine configured to access a plurality of components defining content 
associated with at least one web site (the system configured to access a plurality of objects 3004 
used to generating Web pages; when a change occurs to an object 3004, a trigger monitor 3000 
informs cache manager 3001 that an object 3004 in its cache 3003 has changed and the cache 
manager 3001 could either invalidate or updating object 3004; col. 28: lines 46-58, Figure 30A); 
and 
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a workflow process engine configured to access a plurality of workflow processes 
defining ordered operations to be performed on one or more of the plurality of components (e.g., 
trigger monitor configured to notify each cache manager of the objects whose value have 
changed, and the cache manager can invalidate or updating object 3004; col. 28: line 63 - col. 29: 
line 13, Figure 30 A). 

However, Challenger does not explicitly call for at least one participant to render some or 
all of the at least web site. 

Deitz teaches an approval process for modified software object before rendering the 
object (abstract). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include Deitz' approval process in Challengers' system to ensure the changes are 
appropriate before incorporating them into the web design. 

Regarding claim 13, Challenger-Deitz also discloses at least one of the one or more 
workflow processes comprises a deployment operation (e.g., objects 3004 can be regenerated by 
DispRegenerate 3130 or deleted by Displnvalidate 3131; Challenger: col. 29: line 60 - col. 30: 
line 6), 

Regarding claim 14, Challenger-Deitz also discloses the deployment operation deploys 
related components in a single transaction (Challenger: col. 30: lines 51-53). 
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Regarding claim 16, Challenger-Deitz also discloses the plurality of components 
comprise a plurality of atomic components defining at least a portion of content of a web site and 
a plurality of structured components defining at least a portion of structure of a web site that 
includes a reference to the atomic component and a structured component, wherein each 
structured component is deemed to be dependent on any component included, by reference, 
within the structured component (Challenger: col. 28: lines 46-58). 

Regarding claim 17, Challenger-Deitz also discloses the plurality of structured 
components comprise at least a plurality of page components, wherein each page component 
defines structure and content of a web page (Challenger: col. 28: lines 46-58). 

Regarding claim 1 8, Challenger discloses a method of checking integrity of an update to 
a web site component that defines a portion of a website, comprising detecting an update of a 
web site component (e.g., detecting change in an object source; col. 28: lines 63-66 and col. 29: 
line 40). 

However, Challenger does not explicitly call for executing a content approval workflow 
process to assess whether the updated web site component is approved. 

Deitz teaches an approval process for modified software object (abstract). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include Deitz' approval process in Challengers' system to ensure the changes are 
appropriate before incorporating them into the web design 
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Regarding claim 19, Challenger-Deitz also discloses reviewing a plurality of component 
relationships to determine components that depend on the updated component; and executing an 
appropriate dependent update workflow process (e.g., Show Dependent Object Request 3024 is 
generated to determine the dependency information, and either distributing the new object or 
deleting an object 3004; Challenger: col. 31 : line 31 - col. 32: line 2). 

Regarding claims 20-22, Challenger-Deitz also discloses the executing a content approval 
workflow process comprises executing a content approval workflow process that is capable of 
including at least one defined operation that asks a participant to accept, edit, or reject, the 
update to the web site component (e.g., either regenerating or deleting objects 3004; Challenger: 
col. 29: line 60 - col. 30: line 6, and col. 3 1 : line 3 1 - col. 32: line 2). 

Regarding claims 23-25, Challenger-Deitz also discloses executing a content approval 
workflow process includes identifying at least one association between the updated component 
and at least one of a plurality of defined workflow processes (e.g., identifying the dependency 
information before either distributing or deleting object 3004; Challenger: col. 31 : line 3 1 - col. 
32: line 2). 

Regarding claim 26, Challenger, discloses a method of checking integrity of an update to 
a web site component that defines a portion of a website, comprising: 

detecting an update of a web site component, the web site component being one of a 
plurality of web site components defining structure and content of a web site, wherein the 
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plurality of web site components are stored in a multi- level hierarchical structure (col. 28: lines 
46-66); 

reviewing a plurality of relationships to determine components that depend on the 
updated component (e.g., Show Dependent Object Request 3024 is generated to determine the 
dependency information; col. 3 1 : line 55-63); and 

executing at least one operation on at least one of the determined dependent components, 
wherein the at least one executed operation relates to updating the at least one determined 
dependent component (e.g., either distributing the new object or deleting an object 3004; col. 31 : 
line 31 - col. 32: line 2). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 9-10 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Challenger-Deitz as applied to claims 8 and 13 above, in view of Chkodrov et al (US 
7,107,340), 

Challenger-Deitz disclose substantially all the claimed limitations, except if a single 
transaction fails to properly deploy, the transaction is deemed to have failed and the transaction 
is rolled back. 
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Chkodrov teaches if a single transaction fails to properly deploy, the transaction is 
deemed to have failed and the transaction is rolled back (abstract). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to apply Chkodrov's teaching in Challenger-Deitz 's system to ensure collecting and 
storing event data from distributed transactions corresponding to an operation on an instance 
only after the operation on the instance is succeeds in order to avoid "false" entries. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure: 

Content Delivery Network Using Differential Caching, Kasriel et al (US 7,185,063); 
Method, System, and Program for Maintaining Data in Distributed Caches, Johnson (US 
6,973,546); 

Method and Apparatus to Maintain Consistency Between an Object Store and a Plurality 
of Caches Utilizing Transactional Updates to Data Caches, Kanaley (US 6,970,981); and 

Method and System for Operating a Content Management System, Dabney et al (US 
6,643,663). 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Van Kim T. Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-272-3073. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 AM - 4:30 PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on 571-272-3913. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300., 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Van Kim T. Nguyen 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2152 
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